Letter From the NAME President
The world at large continues to throw many challenges at our profession. These challenges become opportunities if we apply ourselves to them. For a while there is the additional work, fitting this into an already tight schedule, and the hope that this will become something positive for our discipline.
I have already spoken about the incredible passion so many of our members have for the practice of forensic medicine and pathology. In this journal we see vivid evidence of the passion for academic knowledge and the sharing of that through publication and debate. This is critical for the academic advancement and knowledge base of forensic pathology.
In this issue we see some age old challenges: time of death, postmortem changes, and postmortem artifacts that we have examined in the past. Now with a new lens, new technologies and the sharing of data some of these become clearer through these endeavors.
I am looking forward to reading these articles, and recognize the work the authors have put into them. While we all hope for brilliant new observations or tests that can define some of these challenging issues, we also look for words of wisdom as to what we cannot do, what is reasonable, scientific, reproducible, and hence, factual. The list of contents looks fascinating and spans what we have done, what we know now to be "true" and our attempt to anticipate the future. The limitations of medical practice, the essence of the human individuality, complicate all we do. The individual case we examine is a series of one; in many times we cannot use statistics to guide us, and in some cases we can. Hopefully we have the wisdom to say "I do not know" when applicable.
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We need to recognize that much of what we know has been gathered slowly over years, compiled by multiple individuals across many disciplines, and jurisdictions always seeking the sometimes elusive truth. We all understand the limitations we have in our practice. It is not bench science; one cannot repeat the same analysis multiple times and generate a reproducible outcome. Our practice is much more complex and we need to continue to defend what we do, how we do it, and why we do it.
So yes, we do need to go back and revisit these challenges on a regular basis, review new information and methods, listen to new inquiring minds, challenge the status quo, and debate the outcomes vigorously.
In many of our endeavors there is initial failure, or so it seems, but we learn. We go back and try again. Those early attempts may not immediately produce measurable results, but they all count. Even if it means we know not to do that again.
Many of the statements above could also be said for our members who also have activities outside of the academic arena. Without you all, where would we be? Thank you all.
